* at an angle to the horizontal , planar surface of less than 

80° which reflects light from the source onto the vertical^ 
Eiflnar surface, and the trap has an upwardly facing opening. 

REMARKS 

Applicants have received and reviewed the outstanding 
Office Action dated June 11, 1993. By way of response, 
Applicants have amended claims 1, 9, and 17 and have made limited 
amendments to the specification. The claims pending in the 
above-identified application are claims 1-25. 

The amendments to the claims are supported through the 
specification, it is believed that no new matter is presented in 
the amendments to the claims or to the specification. 

For the reasons given herein, it is believed that all 
claims are now in condition for allowance and notification to 
that effect is earnestly solicited. 

35 U.S.C. 112. S»,.»„ d p aratr<tp K 

The Examiner rejected claims 1, 9, flnd 17 under 35 
U.S.C. $ u 2< second paragraph. The Examiner objected to certain 
claim language. Applicants have amended the language of these 
claims, it is respectfully submitted that the amended claims 
overcome these rejections. 

The Examiner contends that, in claim 1, -the mounting 
means-. the -horizontal surface- and the -vertical surface- lack 
an antecedent basis. Applicants have amended claim 1 to provide 



proper antecedent basis and respectfully submit that this 
amendment overcomes this point of the rejection. 

The Examiner contends that, in claim 9, the "horizontal 
surface" lacks antecedent basis. Applicants have amended claim 9 
to provide proper antecedent basis and respectfully submit that 
this amendment overcomes this point of the rejection. 

Also in claim 9, the Examiner contends that "vertical 
surface" is used to described two different elements. Applicants 
respectfully submit that the vertical surfaces referred to are 
the same. However, Applicants have amended claim 9 to clarify 
that relationship. Applicants respectfully submit that this 
amendment overcomes this point of the rejection. 

The Examiner also contends that, in claim 9, the phrase 
"a one piece housing that on a vertical surface surrounds the 
same" is confusing. Applicants have amended this language to 
clarify the relationship between the housing and the vertical 
surface. Applicants respectfully submit that this amendment 
overcomes this point of the rejection. 

In claim 17, the Examiner contends that the phrases 
"the horizontal surface" and "the source," lack an antecedent 
basis. Applicants have amended claim 17 to provide proper 
antecedent basis and respectfully submit that this amendment 
overcomes this point of the rejection. 

The Examiner further contends that, in claim 17, the 
light can be viewed as it is shown in Figure 1. Applicants 
respectfully submit that Figure 1 represents a downward view into 
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the trap which is conveyed by ^ depiction ^ ^ ^ 
•nr£«ce, #J 0 in the Figure. 

B.sed on the ebove rmik s, it is ^ 
r.oue.ted th.t the E „, m iner >ltM „ w t „ e 

P.r.,r.ph rejections. $ """" 



37 c.r.p 5 i . ?r) 
The Earner „,. obJect . d „ ^ ^ ^ 

ILmV;' " «~~ °< «* ^".ntion 

i hot .ho.„ i„ the , W 4pplle „ t . ' 
hou.in, i. elMrly aeplot9d Jn fi9ut<it t >m 2 _ ^ 

«Z1"\ APPliC "" f " rth " .tion 
respectf ull " "~ 

37 C.F.R. c i. 75 ^ HM 
means i o for the hunting 
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It i. r^pectfully . u b«itt.d th.t thi. em.„d».„t t6 the 
.peeificetion overcome. thi . „, tl) , re>ctlon 

as n.s.c « mm 
Th. Exemi.er rejected claims ,_ 5 under „ „ s c 
S 102(b) being .nticip.t.d b, PM1UP.. Applic.nt. 
r.epeecfully tr.ver.e the rejection. 

Applicant,. lnV e„tio„ i. d!«ud to .„ i„„ ct t „p 
««U,i„ B i„.ect ettrectinc li,ht .„„ .„ im.oMlit.tion .„ rf . c e 
..id tr.p pr o»idi„ 5 f « the display of a i ght „„„ 
Pl.n.r surface, and horitont.l, pl .„« .„ rf « es „ „ hlch 
hori.ont.l ,„ rf . c . vhieh t „. trop ^ mounted. The tr.p .1.. 
Provide. .„ upv.rdly f . ci „ 9 openli , 9 fM iMeet entty ^ ^ 
tr.p further comprise reflective . urf . ees „ hich . Uo> ^ ^ 
to be directed onto horiront.l end v.rtic.l .urf.c., , h i le 
cont.i„i„, the ii,ht .„„rc. ,o th.t it i. m directly visibi. 

I" . preferred embodiment, the tr.p M y b . n o UM ed .„ . 
».H »..r th. ceilin,. m .„ „ MntM ^ ^ ^ 

r.ct.„t ll, ht .ill be reflected end directly dieted onto the 

.h l et T" ' """"" » 

«»ile th. l 15h t .ource itself „ iU not ta di „ ctly 

The Phillip, „ f erence d,.clo.e. en i„. ect 
•PPi.nce .hich «... .„ u i t „ V iolet ^ „ 

he " <"> «- — 

directly. Purthermore. th. Phillip, „,.„„, t .. ehM . 



horizontal arrangement that does not allow for reflection of 
light on two surfaces, nor does the arrangement allow the insects 
to enter the trap downward. Applicants respectfully submit that 
the Phillips reference does not teach or suggest each and every 
claimed feature of Applicants' invention and, therefore, is not a 
proper anticipatory reference. Thus, it is respectfully 
requested that the Examiner withdraw the rejection. 

The Examiner rejected claims 17 and 20 under 35 U.S.C. 
$ 102(b) as being anticipated by Robinson. Applicants 
respectfully traverse this rejection. 

The Robinson reference discloses a insect trap which 
comprises a pan within which a lamp is centrally located. The 
pan may be filled with a fluid which is of sufficient strength to 
destroy insects, e.g. soap and water. The patent further 
comprises a non-reticulated plate which is adapted on top of a 
globe to serve as both a wind and rain shield for the globe and 
the lamp inside. The reference teaches a light source that is 
directly viewable, and provides no reflective surfaces nor 
surface to reflect upon. The Examiner contends that the wires 
that serve for hanging the insect trap act as vertical surfaces. 
Applicants respectfully submit that the 'vertical surface referred 
to in their application generally comprises a wall or other 
planar surface on which the light from the trap may be reflected. 
Applicants respectfully submit that the Robinson reference does 
not teach or disclose every claimed aspect of their invention 
and, therefore, is not a proper anticipatory reference. Thus, it 
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is respectfully requested that the Examiner withdraw the 
rejection. 

Based on the above remarks, it is requested that the 
Examiner withdraw the 35 U.S.C. S 102(b) rejections. 

35 u.s.c. < in* 
The Examiner rejected claims 6-8 under 35 U.S.C. S 103 
as being unpatentable over Phillips. The Examiner also rejected 
claims 18-19, 21, and 22-25 as being unpatentable over Robinson. 
Applicants respectfully traverse these rejections. 

The prior art is replete with inventions directed 
toward insect traps. Although Applicants' invention is also 
direc-ed to an insect trap, the invention is based on the 
surprising and unexpected increase of attractancy of flying 
insect pests that can be achieved by an improved geometry of the 
housing. Applicants' invention is also based on the discovery 
that inBect attractancy can be increased through the use of a 
combination of diffused and reflected light. Applicants' 
specification discloses experimental data exemplifying this 
increase in the attractancy of flying insect pests attributable 
to these features. Furthermore, applicants' invention provides a 
means of utilizing this increased effectiveness while making the 
invention visually appealing to the public. 

The Examiner has cited the Phillips reference with 
respect to claims 6-8. The Examiner concedes that Phillips does 
not disclose the use of a pheromone, a shiny metallic surface, or 
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The Examiner has cited the Roh<«««» ' * < 

me Robinson reference with 
respect to claims 18-19, 21 and 3? ■>« BU 

d . , ' ' and 22 " 25 - The Robinson reference 

not ai . clo .. th . _ ot uitr>vioiet 

— .. disclose «, , dhesive „ or . pheronone attractjnt 

^ reference teaeheE . ^ ^ ^ ^ 
"recti, v isll) le. Ihe „ ls teachlnj o( ^ ^ 
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obvious. PP^cants claimed invention 



10 - 



The Examiner has also made reference to patents issued 
to Yarmeli, Schneider, Weiment, Pohlman, and Snead. The Examiner 
has not rejected the claims of the present invention based on 
these disclosures, however, Applicants would again respectfully 
submit that none of these references disclose the use of the 
geometry of the housing to provide for a reflective and diffused 
light to be displayed in a pattern attractive to insects, nor do 
the references disclose a light source that is not directly 
visible. Applicants respectfully submit that, in the absence of 
these teachings, these references do not make obvious Applicants' 
invention. 

Based on the above remarks, it is respectfully 
requested that the Examiner withdraw the 35 U.S.C. S 103 
rejections. 

Conclusion 

It is believed that each of the claims 1-25 are in 
condition for allowance and notification to that effect is 
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earnest solicited. The Examiner u ^ 

AppUc a „ts. representatives if prosecution raay ^ aas i 8ted 

thereby . 

Respectfully submitted, 
THOMAS D. NELSON et al 
By their attorneys, 

ME SS™' G0ULD ' SMI ™' EDELL, 
•> If a & SCHMIDT, P. A. ' 

3100 Norwest Center 
Minneapolis, MN 55402 
(612) 332-5300 
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Konaid A. Daignault 
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